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STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. BRODERICK, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR
REGULATION AND CERTIFICATION, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION,
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, SUBCOMMITTEE
ON ENPLOYMENT, HOUSING, AND AVIATION, CONCERNING THE FEDERAL
AVIATION ADMINISTRATION'’S RELATIONSHIP TO THE NATIONAL
TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD. MAY 19, 1993.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I welcome the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee
today to discuss the relationship between thae FAA and the NTSB
concerning, in particular, the way in which FAA responds to
safaety recommendations proposaed by the NTSB. I understand that
the Subcommittea’s interest in this area was heightened by the

tragic accident on April 19 of a Mitsubishi MU-2B-60 aircratgéin

T

Dubuque, Iowa.

14fuis.

Any review of the FAA and NTSB relationship must, of course,
consider the two agencies’ missions. The NTSB was established
by Congress to investigate accidents, make determinations of
probable cause, and to make safety rescommendations to the
regulating agency. In 1974, Congress acted to make the NTSB an
independent agency to help assure the independance of its
accidant findings and safety recommendations. FAA is charged by
the Congress with tha job of promoting the safaty of our air
transportation system through regulation, surveillance, and

anforcement. One way that we fulfill ocur safety
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responsibilities is through the opportunity to benafit from the
NTSE accident findings and the recommendations they make to us.
The U.S. Qviation safety record, which continuas to improva in
all segments of ajir transportation, rarlects the fact that

concerns for the safety of our Nation’s air travelars occupias

the highest priority with both agencies.

In my current position, I have worked closely with NTSB
officials for more than a decade. Today’s working relationship
is, in my view, a positive and constructive one. I firmly
believe that wa have as good a working relationship today as we
have ever had with the NTSB. Racently, FAA Acting Administragor
Del Balzo met with NTSB Chairman Vogt to discuss ways ve could
puild on that relationship, and continue to improve interaction

between the agencies.

We recognize that we benefit from many of the technical
recommendations made by the NTSB, and wve carafully weigh all
safety information they provide. In fact, the h@storical record
of FAA'’s response to NTSB recommendations shows the value ve
placae in their input, with more than 80% of "closed" NTSB
recommendations having been adopted. We have adopted more than
90% of thair Class I (urgent) recommendations. Navertheless,
thera are--as thera should and will ba--times when ve differ on
a particular course of action that should be taken by the FAA.

Despite thess differencas, we are abla to find common ground
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more often than not, and the safety dialogue between thae two
agencies does advance the safety interast of the traveling

public.

To ensure timeliness in responding to NTEB recommendations, we
have established a process for tracking each recommandation. We
have consistently met the 90 cay requirement for initial
responseé to an NTSB recommendation. We also continue to track
and monitor the status of PAA review and action on each

recommendation until final action is taken by the agency.

A recent review of our reéponses to NTSB recommendations showi
that this control pfocess is working well, with FAA actions :
needad to close out NTSB recommendations falling within the
prescribed timaframes. More specifically, the DOT Inspector
General found that, except in the case of tho'loweat priority
reconmendations (Class III (long term)) where we exceeded the S5
year timeline by an average of 6 months, the FAA’s time to close
out NTSB recommendations averaged less than the timefrane the
NTSE assigns to each category. Class I recommendations call for
close-out in 1 year; on average, it has taken FAA 7 nonths.
Class II recommendations call for close-out within 2 years; FAA

has averaged 22 nmonths.

In view of the Subcommittee’s expressaed interest concerning the

PAA’S response to the NTSB Class IT recommendation associated
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with the Hartzell propeller, let me briefly touch on that

subject.

on September 27, 1991, a canadian-raegistered Mitsubishi
aircraft, equipped with a Hartzell HC-B4 propeller, lost a
propeller blade in flight. The aircraft sustained severe

damage, but was able to land safely in Utica, New York.

NTSB subsequently wrote the FAA on August 13, 1992, making
racommendations concerning the Hartzell propeller. 1In its
letter, the NTSB indicated that it had found that loss of the
propaller blade was the result of fatigue cracking that started
from the inside surface of the propeller hub arm. The NTSB had
found scratches inside this area, and believed that these
scratches may have provided an origin point for the cracking,
and that they may have resulted from the manufacturing process.
Accordingly, tha NTSB recommended that the FAA, with the
agsistance of Hartzell, develop a non-destructive inspection
techniqua to detect the type of crack believed to have resulted
in loss of the propellar. The NTSB recognized in its letter
that an inspection that reguired disassembly of the propeller
and pilot tube could result in damage to the hole wall. The
development of a non-destructive inspection tochniqud woild be
designed to permit the inspection with the pilot tube in place,

to avoid this possible maintenance-induced problem. The NTSB
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also recommended that FAA take action to require the inspection

of Hartzell HC-B4 propeller blades with 3,000 or more hours,

either at ‘their next overhaul or annual inspection.

The FAA responded to the NTSB's August 1992 recommendations on
October 26, 1992, advising the NTSB that we were reviewing the
service history of the Hartzell prppeller hubs to determine the
magnitude of the problem. We also advised them that we were
reviewing the service manuals to detarmine what changes, if any,
neaded to be made. Although we failed to include this
information in our response to tha NTSB, we had already begun
discussions with Hartzell to seek to develop a non-destructive

inspection technique for the propeller hub.

on January 4, 1993, wa followed=up on our earlier rasponse to
the NTSB’s recommendations. We informed them that, while we
agreed with the intent of thair recommendations, we did not
peliave that airworthiness directive action was necessary, at
that time, to require the inspections NTSB had rgcommendod. We
algso informed the NTSB that Hartzell Propeller analysis had
shown thut stress lavels of the propeller area in guestion were
acceptaﬁih and that no metallurgical discrepancias were found
in the ﬁé;bnntarial. We also said Hartzell would continue its
invastigation and would provide us with its tindings. Further,

FAA would continue to monitor the service history of the

propeller hub design.
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In response to our January 4 letter, the NTSB wrote the FAA on
March 4, 1993, reiterating its view that an appropriate
inspocticn.technique, not requiring disassembly of the HC-B4
propellsr pilot tubse, be daveloped and applied. The NTSB also
noted concern that the FAA had not seen a nsed to revisw the
design and fabrication of other types of Hartzell propellers

using the same type of hub design.

Although the correspondence between the agency and NTSB
highlights the issuas and some of the background, it does not
fully depict our reasoning or the nature of the activities we
had underway within the agency. Perhaps most important is th.
fact that, at the time of the Utica accident, thera had been ﬁn
other comparable Hartzell blade fractures for either that or any
of tha other similar hub designs despite three decades of use
and some 60 million hours of service by 110,000 propeller hub

arms.

one action we took was to review all the Known sexrvice
difficulty history on the Hartzell HC-B4 propeller hub design,
which totals over 6,000 4-bladed propellars. We also contacted
sevcral propell.r overhaul shops to gather data on any known
crackznq problems with this propsller design. Thousands 'Of
propaller hub pilot tubes had bean pulled out during normal
acheduled maintenance work, and not one crack had been raported

in the hub arm fallure araa.
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The Hartzell propeller steel hub type design configuration
includes: approximately 35,000 propellers for all modals in
service ﬁ;ildwide. The Hartzell steel hub design has over 60
million flight hours to date. The HC=B4, the specific model

involved with the Utica accident, has been in service for 20

years with millions of flight hours accumulated.

In light of the succassful performance history, in addition to
the finding that no cracks had ever been reported in the area of
concern in the Utica accident, it appeared to the FAA that the

Utica hub failure was an isolated case. We felt it would not be

appropriate, based on that information, to issue an =§

airworthiness directive (AD) until an effaective inspaction cdild
be developed that would not require the ramoval of the pilot
tube. Such an AD would have been a labor-intensive and costly
effort, resulting in substantial downtine for_aircraft owners.
Most important, howevaer, was our concern regarding the
possibility of maintenance-induced problems from these thousands
of disassembly operations. The safety record we’had on the
Hartzell propeller, in our view, simply did not justify that
type of action. 1Instead, we continued to work with Hartzell to
develop &%tﬂtisfactory non-destructive inspection procedure
along thé iines recommended by the NTSB. Many methods,
including x-ray, eddy ocurrent, and ultrasonic techniques, were
ravieawed and found to be unusable. Hartzell had concluded that

a non-destructive inspaction with the pilot tube in place was
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not possible with current technology. That remains the case

today.

The effort to implement the intent of the NTSB recommendation,
without introducing new airwvorthiness problems, was still
ongoing when tha Dubuque accident occurred on April 19, 1993.
This tragic accident involved a Hartzell HC-B4 propeller of the
type involved in the 1991 accident. The blade fracture appeared
similar based on early investigation; the airplane was an
identical model. For the first time, then, theres was an
indication that the earlier blade problem might have been other

A Y

than an isolated aberration. Accordingly, on April 28, ve

IR Y

issued an emergency AD requiring insﬁection of the inner surf%co
of the propeller hubs with the pilot tuke removed. Tha AD
included tha unusual requirement that the disassembly of the hub
and inspaction must be done at the Hartzell factory laboratory
rather than at a certified repair facility. This extraordinary
measure was taken in an attempt to minimize the possibility of
maintenance-induced error, and maximize speed and consistancy of

data collaection.

At this point, we still cannot account for the cause of the
fractures. BEnginearing data does not indicate that tha area of
the fractures is subjected to stress loads that would be a
likely cause. Analysis is on-going to revalidate tha stress

load data. Actual flight tests are also being conducted this
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week. We continue to work with the NTSB on this issue, and are

a participant in the accident investigation, which they oversee.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I can assure you that we are working
closely with the NTSB on this issue, and that we do so on other
safety issues as well. We also are continuing our work with

Hartzell.

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I would be

pleased to respond to any questions you may have at this time.

“orki
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